Among alcohol historians there is some dispute over where, when and why the so-called "disease model" of addiction first emerged in a recognisably coherent form.
1 Broadly speaking, the debate has hinged on whether the publication of Benjamin Rush's Inquiry into the Effects of Spirituous Liquors upon the Human Body in 1784 represented an identifiable paradigm shift in attitudes to alcohol and addiction, or whether such approaches were already established in the work of earlier doctors and religious writers. This article will revisit some of those questions. My goal is not to resolve the question of where religious perspectives on drunkenness end and medical ones begin: as I will argue below, the attempt to identify a single paradigm shift is, in itself, a problem which characterises the debate on this subject. Instead, I will address the question of what the development of new approaches to alcohol can tell us about the cultural contexts out of which those attitudes emerged.
The idea that Benjamin Rush represents a paradigm shift in attitudes to drinking reflects and reinforces the argument that "modern" approaches to alcohol arose in a specifically American cultural, social and political context. While this is central to H. G. Levine's seminal discussion of the subject, it is also an idea with a long history. British temperance pioneers such as John Dunlop were keen to identify America as "the grand source of temperance reform"; while Joseph Livesey, despite promoting organised teetotalism four years before the American Temperance Society, was always keen to draw attention to American precedents for the idea.
2 Of course, this claim reflected the fact that the first organised temperance societies were founded in America, but it also chimed with the wider project of positioning temperance as futureoriented and progressive: as a visionary product of new-world thinking. Early temperance campaigners had ideological as well as factual reasons for focussing on America as the unique source of temperance thought. This goes some way towards explaining the remarkable blind-spot which British temperance campaigners had regarding the wealth of anti-drink literature produced in England in the preceding century.
In what follows I will focus on the emergence of drink as a specific moral, medical and social concern in early modern England. My purpose will be to show that the roots of temperance thought are more transatlantic than is commonly supposed. Indeed, I will suggest that Rush's intervention may best be understood as providing a conduit for ideas developed in the cultural context of seventeenth and eighteenth-century England rather than as a significantly new development made possible by the particular conditions of postcolonial America. These details matter today if we wish to properly understand the relationship between cultural contexts and attitudes to alcohol use and abuse. They also matter because how we historicize the emergence of "modern" ideas about alcohol use has significant implications for how we interpret the relationship between ideas about addiction and modern concepts of discipline, deviancy and moral regulation. a monstrous plant In 1576, the English poet and adventurer George Gascoigne published an essay, based on his reading of St Augustine's De Ebrietate, entitled A Delicate Diet for Daintiemouthde Droonkards. In it, Gascoigne described drunkenness as a "monstrous plant, lately crept into the pleasant orchards of England." 3 Its increase, he claimed, reflected a peculiarly English attitude to foreign fashions; one in which continental vices and foibles were adopted in such an exaggerated way as to render them grotesque and absurd. Of the Spanish codpiece, Gascoigne wrote, "we make an English football," of German drinking habits "we do make banquets and merriments" by which "we surpass them very far." For Gascoigne, the Germans were "the continual wardens of the drunkards' fraternity and corporation," but it was a role that the English appeared keen to usurp. 4 Gascoigne's pamphlet illustrates the extent to which concerns over drinking are often overlaid with concerns over national identity. Gascoigne was, of course, writing at the height of the Elizabethan era of nation-building in the political, military and cultural spheres, and he was not alone in seeing something particular -and peculiarly worrisome -in English attitudes to alcohol. Six years later the moralist Philip Stubbes included a splenetic diatribe against English drinking cultures in his Anatomie of Abuses (1583), complaining that "Every country, city, town, village and other, hath abundance of alehouses, taverns and inns, which are so fraughted with malt-worms, night & day that you would wonder to see them."
5 The historian William Harrison, whose "Historical Description" of England formed the first volume of Raphael Holinshed's Chronicles of England, Scotland and Ireland (1577) also addressed the peculiar nature of English drinking practices, albeit from a less puritanical standpoint. Indeed, Harrison showed a deep ambivalence towards the cultural status of drink. On the one hand, he lovingly described the preparation of ale, the taste of metheglin and the hospitality of the English inn, but on the other he noted the regularity with which "our maltbugs" get drunk on "huffecap, the mad dog, father whoresonne, angels food, dragons milk, go by the wall, stride wide, and lift leg" until they "lie still again and be not able to wag." 6 Fifteen years later, the popular writer Thomas Nashe observed that excess in drink seemed to have become embedded in English everyday culture, complaining that nowadays "he is a no body that cannot drink supernagulum, carouse the Hunter's hoop, quaffe upsey freze crosse, with healths, gloves, mumps, frolicks, and a thousand such domineering inventions." 7 Like Gascoigne, Nashe blamed foreigners and insisted that "superfluity in drink [is] a sin, that ever since we have mixed our selves with the low-countries, is counted honourable: but before we knew their lingering wars, was held in that highest degree of hatred that might be."
8 Whatever their views on the morality of individual drinkers, and whoever they blamed for introducing it to England, what all these writers shared was the sense that a culture of excessive drinking presented a tangible social problem.
To some extent, such anxieties over public drunkenness reflected more widespread Tudor concerns over social breakdown.
9 When magisterial licensing was introduced in 1552, it was explicitly presented as means of controlling the "intolerable hurts and troubles to the Commonwealth of this realm" caused by "common alehouses."
10 The 1552 Licensing Act represented a solution to particular political problems facing the Tudor court at the time: problems regarding social order, itinerancy, political dissent and the need to draw local elites into systems of national governance. Mariana Valverde has pointed out that while magisterial licensing became normalised across Britain through centuries of use, it was always a form of "government at a distance" with its roots in specific local conditions. 11 In the nineteenth century the practice would be challenged by a series of alternative systems, such as free beerhouse licensing, the Gothenburg and Bergen systems of municipal control, and prohibition through local plebiscite. Nevertheless, licensing by unelected magistrates would remain basis of English licensing law until powers were moved to local councils under the 2003 Licensing Act. The introduction of magisterial licensing in the mid-sixteenth century, and the particular attention given to drinking practices by contemporary social observers, shows the beginnings of the isolation of drink from other social and moral concerns, albeit in an embryonic stage.
wasters, and suCh like In the early seventeenth century, the relatively new power of licensing magistrates was reinforced by a raft of legislation aimed at reducing drunkenness and controlling alehouses, including six Acts of Parliament passed between 1604 and 1627. Again, the early Stuart suppression of alehouse culture, though largely ineffectual, reflected concerns over political instability: the concern that "when the drunkard is seated on the ale-bench he presently becommeth a reproover of Magistrates, a controller of the State a murmerer and repiner against the best established government."
12 As Peter Clarke has pointed out, there is very little evidence that alehouses were ever actually the source of organised political dissent; however, the fact that the political challenge posed by alehouses was probably far less potent than was claimed by reformers only reinforces the argument that the attack on alehouses in Stuart England was a bid for hegemonic power, rather than a response to a genuine political threat.
13
What this shows is that while concerns over public drunkenness have often responded to increases in consumption, they also tend to reflect wider anxieties over economic, social and cultural change.
14 It is certainly the case that alehouse numbers increased significantly in the first half of the seventeenth century. 15 In 1628 the Puritan pamphleteer Richard Rawlidge complained that whereas in London there were "but an hundred twenty two churches for the service and worship of God: there are I dare say above thirty hundred alehouses, tippling-houses, tobacco-shops &c. in London and the skirts thereof, wherein the Devil is daily served and honoured." 16 However, the accuracy, or otherwise, of Rawlidge's estimate is less important than the extent to which the perception of an increase in public drinking raised concerns about the social impact of the modernisation of English society. For his part, Rawlidge claimed to have "hit the nail on the head" insofar as understanding why public drunkenness had increased so rapidly. He insisted that where the poor had once spent their free time in "bear-baiting, stool-ball, foot-ball, wasters, and such like," the suppression of these sports had left a vacuum. "What then followed?" asked Rawlidge, "why, sure Ale-house hunting." 17 Rawlidge's explanation suggests that, as the Bishop of Chester famously put it many years later, the drink question has always also been the "entertainment-of-the-people question."
18 It also shows that, as Jessica Warner has argued, the question of how to manage leisure time was part of the debate over drink before industrialization.
19
The centrality of drink to wider questions over the relationship between leisure and vice can be seen in the so-called "Book of Sports," published by James I in 1618. In it, James called for the reinstatement of "May-Games, Whitson Ales" and other festivities, the prohibition of which had led the "common and meaner sort of people" to "filthy tipplings and drunkenness, and… idle and discontented speeches in their alehouses." 20 However, there was no consensus on this analysis and James' call for the restoration of traditional leisure activities went down badly with many of the more puritanical local authorities, even leading to direct confrontations between local magistrates and the crown over the issue. 21 When Charles I published a new "Book of Sports" in 1633, it became a significant source of antagonism between the king and parliament.
22
Part of the reason why Puritans objected to the reinstatement of traditional festivities was precisely because their suppression in the early years of the Reformation had represented an attack on a carnival culture which ran counter to Protestant ideas of self-discipline and piety. Traditional "church ales" had been condemned by Protestant reformers as mere excuses for "bullbeatings, bowlings, drunkenness, dancings and such like."
23 Reinstating them, even if the goal was to weaken the attraction of the alehouse, seemed to many to represent a lurch towards precisely the kind of continental Catholicism that English Protestantism had defined itself against.
What these debates show is that the identification of drink as a specific social concern was intimately related to the rise of new class formations and new religious movements. The plebeian nature of the alehouse made it a target for the emerging mercantile classes who sought to distance themselves from lower-class cultural values and practices. At the same time, the moral laxity which drunkenness invited was abominable to religious reformers who, while embracing the elitist condemnation of alehouses, also began to condemn courtly drinking cultures. This process was intensified with the rise of Puritanism, and its concomitant millenarian desire to purge England of its sinfulness and reinvent the nation as a Christian utopia. healthes: siCkenesse One practice which caused particular anxiety among seventeenth-century religious writers was the drinking of toasts, pledges and healths. Indeed, for many, health-drinking was the cause of widespread drunkenness. Alehouses, and the less salubrious taverns, may have been violent, criminal and possibly seditious places, but, so numerous writers claimed, the drunkenness which occurred in them was caused by the ritual of drinking healths.
The playwright Thomas Heywood wrote an extensive condemnation of drunkenness in 1635. In it he dwelt extensively of the drinking of toasts -an activity for which he blamed the Danes, insisting that they were "the first upon record, that brought their wassail-bowls and elbow-deep healths into this land."
24 Heywood went on, however, to note that "the cooler the climates are, the more the inhabitants are addicted to strong and toxing drinks." Of those more bibulous north European nations, the English, Heywood regretfully concluded, were "the most forward to commit this grievous and abominable sin of drunkenness." 25 However, for both Heywood and most of his contemporaries it was cultural, rather than climatic, influences which were the cause of excessive drunken-ness. In 1612, the Anglican preacher Thomas Thompson complained that in England anyone refusing to drink healths "is accounted no good fellow, but a meacock, or a puritan."
26 Shortly afterwards Thomas Young, who had just become tutor to a young John Milton, published a pamphlet entitled "England's Bane," in which he repeated Thomas Nashe's earlier condemnation of that type of drinker who "forceth and goads his fellows forward to be drunk with his persuasive terms, as I drank to you, I pray pledge me." While Young also echoed Nashe in blaming the "lingering wars of the low-countries" for introducing drunkenness to England, his pamphlet gives us further insight into the central role that the drinking of healths played in English drinking cultures of the time.
27
The public interventions of ministers such as Young and Thompson shows that the attack on drink and drunkenness was not limited to Puritans. Nevertheless, preachers with puritan leanings were often responsible for the more explosive diatribes against alcohol. Perhaps the most sustained and voluminous broadside of the time was penned by the maverick lawyer and religious pamphleteer William Prynne. Published in 1628, Healthes: Sicknesse contained a relentless condemnation of the "odious, swinish, unthrifty and statedisturbing sin" of health-drinking, and especially its normalisation within courtly circles.
28
In Healthes: Sicknesse Prynne walked a dangerous line between the generalised condemnation of public drunkenness, and the suggestion that the corruption of drunkenness was in some way analogous to corruption in the royal court of Charles I. Warning the King against the increasingly commonplace courtly ritual of drinking to his health, Prynne acerbically pointed out that healths "ordinarily and usually tend to the honour, praise, applause, and commemoration, of vain, of evil, wicked, and sinful men, especially, among the baser and looser sort."
29 Prynne left it to the reader to decide what this told us about a king who routinely accepted healths from his courtiers. This elliptical technique of leaving readers to make connections between the objects of his censure and real, often courtly, individuals would eventually cost Prynne dear: five years later his ears were removed for sedition after he publicly condemned theatrical performances just as the King's wife was taking part in a play.
Prynne's attack on courtly health-drinking reveals the extent to which, by the middle of the seventeenth century, anti-drink literature was targeted not just at plebeian alehouses but also at the aristocratic culture of the court. Indeed, as Marika Kebluseck and Angela McShane-Jones have shown, courtly health-drinking became deeply politicised during the Interregnum as a Royalist drinking culture emerged in which drinking healths to the defeated King became a symbolic marker of continuing loyalty to the monarch. 30 Unfortunately for Royalist drinkers, when Charles II was restored to the throne in 1660, he thought it politic to condemn such activities in no uncertain terms. One of his first public pronouncements following his coronation was a Royal Proclamation attacking those who: spend their time in Taverns, Tipling-houses, and Debauches, giving no other Evidence of their Affection to Us, but in drinking Our Health… and who, in truth, have more discredited Our Cause, by the Licence of their Manners and Lives, then they could ever advance it by their Affection or Courage.
31
Even at the risk of alienating some of his most loyal supporters, Charles II was desperate to avoid the impression that a restored British monarchy signalled a return to those licentious aspects of English courtly life which the likes of Prynne had castigated prior to the Civil War. Not that it did him much good. In 1726 Daniel Defoe confidently asserted that British "Drunkenness as a National Vice takes its Epocha at the Restoration… or within a very few years later." 32 direCtions against drunkenness Thus far, we have seen the extent to which debates over the nature of "Englishness," the emergence of new class formations and the rise of Puritanism led to the development of a public discourse on alcohol which tended to isolate drinking practices and drunkenness as a particular social concern. However, we have not as yet touched upon the crucial question of whether habitual drunkenness was viewed as a unique species of compulsion. Jessica Warner has previously discussed a number of examples from seventeenth-century religious literature which suggest that preachers "routinely described habitual drunkards as 'addicted,' sometimes to the vice of drunkenness, sometimes to alcohol itself." 33 Warner's analysis was later challenged by Peter Ferentzy, who argued that a close reading of these texts shows that drunkenness was normally condemned as just one sin among many others, with no special status being attached to it, and that the use of the word "disease" by seventeenth-century preachers was usually metaphorical.
34
It is certainly the case that the term "disease" was often used rhetorically -although not exclusively so: in 1683 Dr Everard Maynwaringe wrote that "drunkenness may be properly said to be a disease or sickness; because it hath the symptoms and diagnostic signs of an acute and great disease."
35 Maynwaringe was writing specifically about bouts of intoxication here, but he was also subjecting that experience to what he saw as a strictly medical analysis. Nevertheless, Ferentzy is right to note that the appearances of terms such as "disease" and "addiction" in early modern texts need to be treated with caution (a key point here is that the word "addicted" was almost exclusively used as an active verb at the time -a drinker addicted themselves to drink; the idea one could become addicted was a much later usage).
36 However, it is less clear that no special status was attached to drunkenness by early modern writers. Ferentzy discusses John Downame's Foure Treatises at length, pointing out that the author attacks drunkenness alongside swearing, prostitution and bribery. However, as the material discussed above shows, Downame's Treatises is not especially characteristic in this regard. While drunkenness certainly was often ranked alongside other vices, the pamphlets by Gascoigne, Young, Raw-lidge, Prynne, Heywood, Thompson and others all illustrate a trend towards isolating drunkenness and discussing it as a specific problem.
More importantly, Ferentzy argues that no seventeenth-century writer outlines a "loss of control" in any way comparable to later writing: there are no texts, he argues, in which we get the sense -characteristic of modern disease models -that a drinker can hate drinking and yet continue to drink. 37 Ferentzy notes that while the commonplace seventeenth-century description of drunkenness as a "bewitching sin" may appear to imply compulsion, it is merely the expression of the conventional Christian idea that to sin is to love something more than God. This may be so -indeed the phrase "bewitching sin" was ascribed to St. Augustine by George Gascoigne. However, even early uses of this term often contained a medical inflection: Walter Raleigh, for example, described excessive drinking as both "a bewitching and infectious vice" and a "cureless canker."
38 Furthermore, while religious writers continued -unsurprisingly -to frame their discussions of alcohol in conventionally theological terms, many also recognised that alcohol could create a state of being in which the drinker did act against his or her own apparent desires.
39
One example of this, albeit from a deeply religious perspective, can be found in a lengthy and methodical analysis of habitual drinking, entitled "Directions against Drunkenness and all Excess of Drink" contained in Richard Baxter's compendious Christian Directory (1673) -a text which has largely escaped the notice of alcohol historians. The casuistical approach which characterised the whole of the Christian Directory forced Baxter, in his chapter on drunkenness, to draw up a detailed typology of drinkers, contexts and motivations for drinking. Consequently, his conventional insistence on the sinfulness of habitual drinking was combined with some distinctly modern-sounding observations. Notably, his definition of a habitual drunkard was of someone "not restrained by his will, but by necessity." 40 In outlining the various subcategories of drinkers, Baxter pointed to those who had "lost all the strength and power of [their reason] for want of a resolved will," and distinguished them from those, in a state of denial, whose "appetite so mastereth their very Reason, that they can choose to believe that which they would not have to be true."
41 Among many practical techniques put forward for withdrawing from excessive drinking, Baxter included the suggestion that the drunkard "confess thy self unfit to govern thy self, and give up thy self to the government of another."
42
Baxter saw habitual drinking as a result of prior sinfulness (or ignorance), but he also acknowledged the extent to which the will could be attenuated by alcohol. While he insisted that backsliding drunkards "say no more [I] canst not; but say I will keep my sin and be damned," his list of sixteen "practical directions against… drunkenness" recognized, by definition, the extent to which habitual drinking implied a loss of control. 43 While he saw desire as ultimately subservient to the will, he also saw that the will could be so damaged by habitual drinking as to become virtually inoperative.
Of course, the appearance of "modern"-looking concepts in works such as this doesn't make them paradigm-shifting texts, but the same could be said for the wealth of distinctly premodern attitudes expressed in Rush's Inquiry. What, for example, are we to make of Rush's observation that a drunkard is "in stupidity, an ass -in roaring, a mad bull -in quarrelling and fighting, a dog -in cruelty, a tiger -in fetor, a skunk -in filthiness, a hog?" Such animalistic typologies were extremely common in early modern anti-drink literature, and their use by Rush (but not, noticeably, by Baxter) makes it all the more difficult to suggest that Rush represents a watershed of some kind.
vinum britanniCum
Many historians have pointed out, convincingly, that the social stratification of alcohol in colonial and postcolonial America contributed to both the publication and popularity of Rush's Inquiry. Whereas wine was an elite drink, spirits emerged as the preferred drink of the poor; hence Rush's famous "moral thermometer" represented an image of class distinction as well as moral rectitude. The conditions in early modern England were, in many respects, similar. There, the lack of a native viticulture meant that the cultural symbolism, and class distinction, of alcohol was exacerbated by the fact that although there was an established history of wine-use in medicine, its recreational use was, inevitably, associated with wealth.
45
The social stratification of drinks in seventeenth century England reflected rather neatly the rise of the urban middle class and the subsequent emergence of clear cultural distinctions between the countryside, the mercantile city and the royal court. Indeed, it became commonplace in seventeenth-century popular literature to codify this social divide as a distinction between ale (for the country), beer (for the city) and wine (for the court).
46 However, drink also had the capacity to signify political allegiances, especially at a time when the most significant religious and political divisions in English culture hinged on England's fractious relationship with France. As a number of historians have shown, following the emergence of the Whig and Tory parties in the late seventeenth century, the political symbolism of alcoholic drinks which had characterised the Interregnum was revived. Tories became associated with wine-drinking (and, therefore, cosmopolitanism or suspicious Francophilia depending on one's politics), Whigs with beer (and honest Englishness or dull provincialism, depending who was utilising the metaphor).
47
At the same time, however, this period saw the formation of the first organised social movement designed to police issues of public morality, drunkenness included. The Society for the Reformation of Manners, whose members actively assisted the authorities in the prosecution of crimes such as prostitution, blasphemy and drunkenness, was founded by Low Church Anglicans in 1692. It is tempting to see in the Society for the Reformation of Manners a precedent for the organised temperance groups which sprang up in America just over a century later -and contemporary reports show that similar societ-ies were formed around New England in the early 1700s. 48 However, some caution is needed in making such connections, not least because the Society's own reports show that drunkenness ranked low in their list of concerns. Indeed, there were no recorded prosecutions for drunkenness by the Society between 1694 and 1708, and after that drunkenness remained a peripheral concern.
49 Nevertheless, the existence of Societies for the Reformation of Manners on both sides of the Atlantic should remind us that organised movements for moral reform predated organised temperance by some time.
We should, in passing, also note that even among conservative social groups such as the Society for the Reformation of Manners, the language used to describe drunkenness sometimes foreshadowed later developments. In 1740 Edmund Gibson, Bishop of London and active supporter of the Society, wrote that the desires of intemperance "are as much a disease, as thirst in a fever." 50 While Gibson insisted that earnest prayer and moral reflection could always overcome habit, he based his condemnation of drinking not on the sinfulness of the love of strong drink, but on the recognition that drink could push people to the boundary of moral agency: that habitual drinkers experienced an inner turmoil that produced the "worst kind of slavery."
51
The Society for the Reformation of Manners was a largely Anglican attempt to regain some of the moral high-ground that had been captured by the Puritans during the Civil War, but which threatened to be lost in a Restoration culture which sought to shake off the excesses of Cromwellian fundamentalism.
52 They were, however, fighting an uphill battle. This was because while Whigs and Tories invested conflicting cultural, political and economic significance in different drinks, for both convivial tipsiness represented a version of liberty which they saw a characteristically English. The French essayist Michel de Montaigne once wrote that to get drunk was the worst estate of man because it was to "lose government of oneself," 53 but in the political culture of the Restoration, many saw conviviality as an expression of self-government: an expression of the principle that the tyranny of social fastidiousness was a devolution of the tyranny of despotic government. Convivial drinking chimed with attempts to establish Englishness as an identity grounded in the idea of individual liberty; an idea which was itself partly a reaction to the Puritan attempt to define Englishness in terms of religious perfectionism.
In this context the liberalization of the gin trade by William III in 1690 was an act of political significance based on two locally specific factors: firstly, the ideological connection between conviviality and liberty, and, secondly, the fact that gin represented a break from the old symbolic politics of wine, beer and ale. The impact of gin's popularisation has been discussed in length elsewhere and I do not wish to retrace the history of the gin craze here. 54 My point is to reiterate the extent to which an increasingly feverish discourse on drink overlapped with processes of religious, political and national identity construction.
The charged cultural symbolism of different drinks and drinking practices reveals the extent to which, by the early eighteenth century, drink had come to provide a language for the discussion of Englishness itself. Thomas Short's essay Vinum Britannicum (1726), which is perhaps the last English essay to be written on drink before distilled spirits, and gin in particular, became the dominating obsession of all commentators on the subject, illustrates this clearly. 55 Short, a prolific and combative medical commentator, set out to attack the widespread elitist tendency to assert the superiority of wine over beer. Whatever "our virtuosi" may have to say about beer, Short wrote, "our senators will be guided by experience: which informs them how little reason Britain has to envy other nations their liquors, or grow weary of its own." 56 What followed was a celebration of beer as not just traditional, honest and reliable, but a source of vigour, good health, industry and even military strength.
Beer, Short argued, was best for the British because it suited their climate, their physiology, their constitutions and their character. The celebration of beer as vigorous, healthy and British would become more pronounced as the gin craze proceeded. In 1751 an anonymously published commentary on William Hogarth's "Gin Lane" and "Beer Street" engravings insisted, not unusually, that whereas wine made the French flappable, "beer… gave vigour to the arms of our brave ancestors… made them wise in council, and victorious in the field."
57 The doggerel poem which appeared at the foot of Hogarth's "Beer Street" made a very similar claim. As Short's earlier essay shows, however, this was by no means a novel concept.
an english malady? One remarkable feature of Vinum Britannicum is that Short used it to condemn total abstinence as a medical technique. Short insisted that if doctors, "recommend and press water only upon the active, healthy, strong and laborious, exclusively of the use of malt liquors, they are certainly in error." 58 He went on to denounce water-drinking as "one of those general and groundless invectives, which have been thrown about of late." 59 Short had discussed water-drinking elsewhere; indeed, in his Discourse on the Inward Use of Water (1725), he claimed that "Few subjects have of late afforded greater matter of discourse and writing." 60 Of course, water cures were here being discussed as treatments for a range of illnesses rather than as the only cure for habitual drunkenness; nevertheless, it is clear that far from being a rare and exotic concept, by 1727 total abstention from alcoholic drinks was being "thrown about" by enough people for a respected doctor like Short to tackle the idea head on.
Total abstinence was unusual in the eighteenth century, but it was not unthinkable. Samuel Johnson, who gave up alcohol to cure his own excessive proclivities, revelled somewhat in the oddity of his water-drinking and used it as an excuse to poke fun at the foibles of his acquaintances. The leading English physician George Cheyne, blamed his youthful association with "BottleCompanions" for triggering a period of miserable ill-health and he extolled the virtues of abstinence -writing in 1740 that the "benefits a person who desires nothing but a clear head and strong intellectual faculties would reap by religiously drinking nothing but water are innumerable." 61 As Roy Porter has shown, the debate on abstinence was established enough by the mid-eighteenth century to include a range of positions on whether or not it should be recommended, enforced, or treated as a matter of private choice.
62
We should also note that many of these writers referred to total abstinence, not simply (as is the case in Rush's Inquiry) to abstinence from distilled spirits. Indeed, while calls for total abstinence remained relatively rare, calls for abstinence from distilled spirits were extremely common by height of the gin craze in the mid-eighteenth century. In 1734 the prominent scientist Stephen Hales published a Friendly Admonition to Drinkers of Gin, Brandy and other Spirituous Liquors, which went into numerous editions over the following decades and was distributed in America. Hales' promotion of abstinence only differed from Rush in that he allowed drinkers a week to gradually wean themselves off spirits before giving them up entirely. 63 Hales also described a loss of control, outlining the extent to which drinkers would "endure the utmost miseries in life" for the sake of gin, and suggesting that a habitual drinker must be "forced into his liberty, and… dealt with like a madman to keep him from destroying himself."
64
The fact that English physicians, preachers and social commentators were debating drunkenness throughout the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries shows that the problematisation of alcohol long predates the rise of temperance. However, it doesn't necessarily detract from the claim that Rush's particular take on the issue was the product of his own cultural and political context. Nor does it undermine the Foucauldian claim, implicit in both Levine's and Ferentzy's studies, that Rush's Inquiry forms part of a late eighteenth-century "epistemic shift," specifically as regards thinking about addiction. The uniqueness of Rush's contribution does become less certain, though, when we address the extent to which he was influenced by the work of English writers working in the same field.
One widely recognised influence on Rush is the American preacher Anthony Benezet, whose sermon "The Mighty Destroyer Displayed" (1774) is often cited as central to development of Rush's thinking on alcohol.
65 In itself, acknowledging this line of influence entirely supports the conventional position on Rush. However, a rarely noted feature of Benezet's sermon is that it contains numerous references to both Stephen Hales' Friendly Admonition and the work of George Cheyne. Benezet also cites William Cadogan, who's Dissertation on Gout (1771), while rejecting total abstinence, sets out the medical case for a clearer definition of problematic drinking.
66 If Rush was influenced by Benezet, then he was also influenced, indirectly at least, by Hales, Cheyne and Cadogan.
In fact, Cadogan's Dissertation on Gout seems to have had more than an indirect impact on Benjamin Rush. In 1772, Rush published, anonymously, a pamphlet entitled Sermons to the Rich and Studious on Temperance and Exercise. The second sermon on the "abuse of wine and strong drink" makes for interesting reading -not least because while Rush calls on "statesmen, legislators, and all those who labour for the public good to abstain from wine," he also enthusiastically calls for the sick and the old to "banish your cordials … and drown all your sorrows in full bumpers of Lisbon or Madeira." 67 However, for this discussion what matters more is that the sermons are prefaced by a "Dedication to Dr. Cadogan" in which Rush extols the brilliance of Cadogan's work, in particular his "ingenious Dissertation on the Gout."
68 Rush further repays his debt to Cadogan by concluding his second sermon with a cautionary and colourful description of a gout-afflicted drinker.
Rush was also a close friend of the influential London-based physician John Coakley Lettsom. Lettsom published his own History of Some of the Effects of Hard Drinking in 1789, in which he borrowed Rush's "moral thermometer" -but in which he also argued against the "total and sudden omission" of spirits, insisting that "this pernicious custom must be left off gradually."
69 In Lettsom's own words, he and Rush maintained "an uninterrupted intercourse of literary communication" from 1771 onwards.
70 Rush also asked Lettsom to take responsibility for the purchase of books for the Pennsylvania Hospital. 71 We know that Rush appreciated the books and essays that Lettsom sent him ("I have feasted on each of your pamphlets" wrote Rush in 1783). 72 We do not, however, have an inventory of exactly what those texts were. Consequently we do not know if Lettsom sent Rush a copy of Edward Harwood's Of Temperance and Intemperance: Their Effects on the Body and Mind when it was published in 1774. Harwood's essay appeared in Philadelphia Library in 1786, but whether Rush had access to it before then is unknown as yet.
73
Harwood's essay is interesting for more than the similarity of its title to that used by Rush a decade later. Written by one of the most prolific biblical scholars of his day, Harwood's study is another of those texts which, while predominantly relying on conventional moral condemnation, also contains descriptions of compulsion which seem to foreshadow later concepts of addiction. For instance, Harwood insists that "A sober person knows nothing of the perturbation, tumult and darkness of an intemperate man's soul, and is a stranger to those craving, impetuous and ungovernable passions, that tyrannize over him."
74 Harwood certainly used the language of vice, just as Rush did. However, in asserting that "of all the vices there is none so incurable as this… it kindles an infernal spark which is absolutely inextinguishable," he was also revealing an increasing elision between the call for repentance and the call for treatment.
75
In reality, while we can point to the fact that Rush's Inquiry brings together an idea of progression, a recognition of compulsion and a call for total abstinence, none of these elements are dealt with in ways that were not already familiar. His description of "progression" is, in truth, little more than the commonplace observation that most habitual drunkards began by drinking relatively small amounts; his discussion of compulsion is mild by compari-son to the descriptions contained in Baxter, Hales, Harwood and others; and his call for total abstinence from spirit-drinking simply ranked him alongside most anti-gin campaigners of the previous fifty years. His close association with John Coakley Lettsom and Anthony Fothergill (who published an Essay on the Abuse of Spirituous Liquors in 1796) shows that his interest in alcohol was not in any way an isolated concern; and it should be noted that the edition of the Inquiry cited by Levine is from 1814, some time after the interventions of Lettsom and Fothergill, not to mention Thomas Trotter. 76 Furthermore his engagement, directly and indirectly, with the work of Hales, Cheyne and Cadogan all do more than simply confirm Levine's observation that the "concept of addiction did not spring full-grown out of Benjamin Rush's head."
77
They suggest, instead, that we should perhaps see Rush as a conduit (albeit an especially influential one) for a conceptual shift that had been developing in England for some time previously. ConClusion While, as many historians have shown, the social, political and religious conditions in early republican America provided uniquely rich ground for the development of temperance thought, the conditions in Georgian England had also given rise to both organised movements toward the promotion of sobriety and public debates on drunkenness.
78 Certainly, as Robin Room has argued, those espousing early forms of the disease model were mostly elite voices; but not all were -and medical models remained largely elite for a long time after the work of Benjamin Rush. 79 The millenarian rhetoric of working-class pioneers of teetotalism such as Joseph Livesey, while certainly putting loss of control and the heart of their framework, owed more to Christian notions of slavery and redemption than the notion of clinical cure. It is certainly true that the uniquely habit-forming properties of alcohol were central to nineteenthcentury temperance discourse. However, when the disease model proper reemerged around inebriate asylum movement of the later nineteenth century, it was largely theorised by middle-class doctors such as Alexander Peddie, T.D. Crothers and Norman Kerr, and promoted by deeply elite organisations such as the British Society for the Study of Inebriety.
While the emergence of social organisations dedicated exclusively to the promotion of temperance was an identifiably American development, the same cannot be said for the development of medicalised analyses of habitual drunkenness, the encouragement of abstinence, or the recognition that spiritconsumption could lead to a loss of control over drinking. Certainly these ideas existed alongside more commonplace descriptions of habitual drunkenness as a vice, but so did much later expressions of the disease model. As Brian Harrison pointed out, it was the "fusion of the idea of association with the idea of abstinence" which was needed to kick-start the temperance movement proper, and that fusion -which took its form in the creation of temperance societies -occurred, of course, in early nineteenth-century America.
However, its components were transatlantic.
This matters because if we simply accept the notion that late-eighteenth century America is the source for temperance thought, then we may ascribe the wrong cultural causes to that new set of ideas. That is, we are liable to see those approaches to drinking which formed the basis of temperance thought as being structurally driven by the particular conditions of late colonial and early republican America. That temperance ideas were popularised in these specific historical conditions is clear, and the fact that late-eighteenth and earlynineteenth century America provided such fertile ground for the development and, perhaps most importantly, social organisation of those ideas shows us that anti-drink sentiment mapped onto those ideological conditions well, even if the precise reasons for that mapping remain open to dispute. 81 However, it doesn't show us that either temperance practices or the medicalisation of problem drinking were produced by those unique conditions.
What the examples discussed above suggest is that that those ideas which came to be seen as characteristic of later temperance thought emerged over a long period of time, and did so in England before they were popularised in America. While the transatlantic nature of the temperance movement is widely recognised, it tends to be perceived as moving primarily in an easterly direction. However, many temperance concepts moved the other way. For a variety of reasons, seventeenth and eighteenth-century England witnessed the development of a wide-ranging public debate on drink, drunkenness and sobriety. This debate was fuelled by concerns over national identity, by the rise of Puritanism, by the emergence of a large, urban middle class, by the popularisation of distilled spirits, and by the emergence of locally specific schools of medical thought. The attitudes to drink revealed in the works of Hales, Cheyne, Cadogan, Lettsom and others were a product of those cultural influences. That there was a significant level of intellectual exchange going on between these writers and Benjamin Rush is beyond doubt. To recognise this is not to underplay the critical intervention that Rush made in terms of temperance thought, it is merely to suggest that his role may have been as much to channel existing ideas to a new, and highly receptive, audience as to develop a novel shift in thinking about alcohol. It may be that, in terms of geographical space as well as historical time, the emergence of modern concepts of problem drinking was more diffuse and global than conventional accounts suggest. 
